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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 5 and 9-11 are pending. Claims 5 and 9-11 were rejected as unpatentable over 
McClellan in view of Von Hoessle et al. and Pauley et al. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the references would not have suggested the claimed 
invention. McClellan discloses a glass fiber forming tube helically wound from paper. The tube 
has a release coating of silicone on its outer surface (col. 5, lines 36-37). Such silicone coatings 
are said to be needed in order to aid in removal of the forming tube from the interior windings of 
the glass fiber. As noted in Applicant's specification at page 2, lines 1-4, silicone coatings 
typically render the forming tube impervious to the vapors generated during glass fiber curing (or 
at least insufficiently pervious to prevent potential implosion of the forming tube from a buildup 
of vapor pressure). 

Claim 5 has been amended to recite that the paperboard plies of which the forming tube is 
made are free of silicone coating. Support for this amendment is provided in the specification at 
page 2, lines 1-4 and 1 1-20. More particularly, the background paragraph at the top of page 2 
indicates that silicone coating on the paperboard renders a forming tube impervious to vapors, 
and the Summary of the Invention states that the forming tube in accordance with the invention 
is pervious to vapors and can be formed of sized paperboard. It is clear, therefore, that the sized 
paperboard must not have any silicone coating because that would prevent the forming tube from 
being pervious to vapors. 

The Office Action asserts that it would have been obvious to modify McClellan to make 
the forming tube from sized paperboard as taught by Pauley so as to produce a forming tube that 
is permeable to vapors as taught by Von Hoessle. 

It is submitted that this is erroneous. Presented with the teachings of McClellan, Pauley, 
and Von Hoessle, the skilled person may have had an incentive to produce a forming tube that is 
pervious to vapors, but the only pervious forming tube known among this prior art is that of Von 
Hoessle, which is made of ceramic such as silicon nitride or aluminum oxide. Turning to 
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McClellan, the skilled person would have learned that forming tubes can alternatively be made 
of paperboard, but a silicone release coating is necessary on the outer surface to aid in removal of 
the forming tube from the inner windings of glass fiber (col. 5, lines 36-39). The person would 
also know from Pauley that paperboard can be made pervious to vapors but impervious to liquid 
by sizing the paperboard. Thus, to produce a forming tube that is pervious to vapors, the skilled 
person would have faced a dilemma. If the person were to have made the forming tube from 
sized paperboard as Pauley teaches, the person would also have been led to include the silicone 
release coating that McClellan teaches is necessary for a paperboard forming tube. But the 
person would also know that silicone release coatings interfere with the desired vapor 
permeability of the tube. 

It is submitted that the skilled person would have concluded that the viable choice for a 
pervious forming tube is that of Von Hoessle, because there is nothing in the prior art references 
teaching that the silicone coating could be eliminated in the case of a forming tube made of sized 
paperboard . 

Accordingly, it is submitted that the forming tube of Claim 5 would not have been 
suggested by the cited references. 

The forming tube of Claim 9 similarly would not have been suggested by the references. 
Thus, all pending claims are submitted to be patentable. 

Conclusion 

Based on the above amendments and remarks, Applicant submits that the application is in 
condition for allowance. 

It is not believed that extensions of time or fees for net addition of claims are required, 
beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in documents accompanying this paper. 
However, in the event that additional extensions of time are necessary to allow consideration of 
this paper, such extensions are hereby petitioned under 37 CFR § 1.136(a), and any fee required 
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therefor (including fees for net addition of claims) is hereby authorized to be charged to Deposit 
Account No. 16-0605. 
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